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Abstract 
This project seeks to investigate the influence surveillance has on agency and actions of the individual, 
through an analysis of Laura Poitras’ documentary Citizenfour including interviews, debates and trials 
regarding the subject matter. Theories creating the framework for the project are Foucault’s 
Panopticism, in addition to his Subject and Power and Richard Bernstein’s text Praxis and Action, 
which aims to portray Hegel and Marx’ understanding of the principle regarding the master & slave-
dialectic.  
By examining the interplay between individual agency and government forces, we discovered that these 
entities are interdependent and that one must investigate government forces as a result of initial 
individual agency, and that these cannot be seen as two binary positions.  However, the mass 
surveillance carried out by agents within government forces, mainly as a result of economic interests, 
leads to a self-disciplining practice among individuals, transversed throughout the social body of 
society. We argue that technology facilitates mass surveillance extensively, making it a constitutional 
factor of modern society. However, there are still possible existing options to battle these enforced 
structures from within.  
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Introduction 
In our digitised contemporary society, there has lately been raised greater awareness among the public 
sphere regarding how and to what degree the government, companies, private institutions and 
individuals can control and surveil each other, made possible through newer technologies. Smartphones, 
tablets and computers have undoubtedly become indispensable notions of our everyday life. We use 
them for everything ranging from finding recipes online, contacting friends  and family to assure our 
savings, doing our banking and dealing with our financial aspects. However, we have to keep in mind 
that these objects have little particular importance without the instant connectivity that the Internet 
provides. Thus the Internet as a tool of mass media and communication has come to stand as a 
newfangled symbol of instant connectivity, individual oneness and autonomy, but simultaneously also as 
a symbol of governmental-power and control. These contradictory sentiments has shown that the usage 
of the earlier mentioned devices have blurred the pre-existing political structures of power-relations, 
through Internet technology - but at the same time strengthen the possibility of an omni-seeing-and-
knowing government-surveillance system. However, is this really the case?  
 
Edward Snowden contributed to a certain transparency by making governmental surveillance strategies 
available to the masses; this is demonstrated in the documentary Citizenfour, of which we will use to 
illustrate the implications of governmental surveillance. Foucault emphasised that the importance and 
development of governmental surveillance is not only a constitutional factor of a postmodern society, 
but can be traced back to the 18th century, relating to Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon, an envisioned 
panoptic prison. It was related to solving a concrete urban problem of resources, and it conversely gave 
rise to a new society-model; A model where the panoptic logic would become enacted and transversed 
into the whole social, public/private, cultural & political body of society. Nevertheless it proves 
inconsequential to talk about a holistic panoptic logic without relating this to how it interplays with and 
funnels power, and by doing so, affects individuals in our current context. As opposed to Foucault’s 
theory of power, we will use Richard Bernstein’s Hegelian master/slave dialectic to broaden our 
understanding when it comes to different ways of viewing power relations. Furthermore, we will 
question the genuine freedom and agency of the individual, which we will approach by analysing 
Citizenfour and the structural power relations that are illuminated throughout the documentary. We will 
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by looking at the structures of society, which shapes the individual and agency, see how these also form 
and change the societal structures. 
 
It henceforth proves the importance of investigating both the influence of the panoptic logic in our 
information era, by looking at governmental-power and control, but also how exactly these aspects and 
their relevance are questioned and combated through the possibilities that the Internet era entails for 
agency - and finally how this, in combination, affects the psychology of subjects influencing and being 
influenced societal structures. 
Problem Statement 
“How can one understand the influence the panoptic logic has on agency, by looking at governmental 
power and control and how these aspects and their relevance are questioned and combatted within our 
case Citizenfour?” 
 
Sub-question: 
 How can one understand the influence power-relations has, both on a macro and micro level of 
the individual’s self-understanding and subjective experience, concerning the societal context? 
 
As our main case study and focus point, we have chosen to investigate the structural implications that 
motivated former system-administrator Edward Snowden to leak NSA-blueprints and documents 
concerning highly classified information. These documents dealt mainly with NSA’s ways of surveilling 
the American population and the revelation of NSA’s usage of metadata. Through a critical 
psychological and poststructuralist analysis of interviews with Edward Snowden, and including other 
minor points from the documentary Citizenfour where the interviews of Snowden are included, we will, 
elucidate a discussion regarding whether and how this leakage had any genuine effect in reforming the 
nature of governmental surveillance and power. Focusing on, whether a possibility for individuals to 
oppose institutionalised forms of structural power through agency, exist, or if this is impossible due to 
the fact that individuals themselves are a part of the discursive structures that affect them. 
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Delimitations 
When investigating such an extensive case, it is crucial to identify the delimitations that comes along 
with studying such a considerable subject field. In other words, in this section we  will elaborate on what 
aspects we have chosen not to put emphasis on throughout the project. This is to clarify the purpose of 
the selected theories and material, and to specify which elements in the subject area we have chosen to 
lay our focus on. 
 
Firstly, Citizenfour is undoubtedly a documentary with a specific subjective positioning in relation to the 
case of Edward Snowden and the NSA-leakage. The subjective positioning of the director and producers 
will not be investigated to a full extent, as we mainly aim to analyse the content of the interviews and 
clips, and the subjective opinions stated by individuals throughout the documentary. We are fully aware 
that the understandings of the creators has influence on the angles and outcome of the information 
provided within the movie, however, the statements and subjective opinions throughout the documentary 
are taken from real interviews, debates and trials. As commented upon in our method section, it is not 
realistic to extract nor should one strive for “objective data” within a case study, in the sense that 
acquired data always will be produced within a social and cultural context. This is also why we have 
chosen to approach a specific positioning in regards to our critique of the governmental surveillance 
throughout the project. As the theoretical framework is heavily based around Hegelian, Marxist and 
Foucauldian views, it is difficult to avoid the ideological influence that these theories has on our analysis 
and conclusion, and we therefore see it as problematic to approach the subject matter of mass 
surveillance and its effects in favour of governmental surveillance.  
In terms of our methods, we have decided to approach each specific method in some untraditional 
manners, seeing as for instance Bent Flyvbjerg’s text Making Social Science Matter initially talks about 
how to conduct a case study, making use of your own empirical data. While we in this project have 
chosen to base the case study on already produced data from Citizenfour, it can provide even more 
detailed and specified information than if we would have invented and asked the questions ourselves. 
Furthermore, the document analysis method we apply is also mainly based around using organisational 
records as empirical data, while we have chosen to see this as a way to investigate interviews, debates 
and trials and view them as documents produced within a social context, that can provide an 
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understanding of how structures within the American government works, and what enables the subjects 
involved to act in specific manners. 
Finally, our way of approaching discourse analysis is that we choose to analyse the content and the 
actions of the individuals involved, and how this creates a specific reality within the context. We have 
chosen to focus more extensively on the socio-psychological aspects of these narratives, rather than the 
abstract linguistic structural foundation. 
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Ontological Foundation of the Project 
The Poststructuralist Approach 
The ontological framework of this project is envisioned through a poststructural and critical 
psychological lens. It mainly came to this, hence working with Foucault’s theories extensively and 
wanting to depict the relationship between the individual and society. Seeing as the basic intention of 
this project is to investigate the possibly implemented panoptic logic within governmental surveillance, 
and how this, if true, might give rise to power-relations that affect individuals, exemplified through the 
case of Edward Snowden in Citizenfour. It became clear that a good way to go about it would be through 
the theories that deal with this specific relationship. Moreover, it is important to understand the 
ontological framework of poststructuralism and critical psychology in order to fully grasp the 
epistemological approach argued for in this project. 
 
Poststructuralism arose in the 1960’s as an opposition to structuralism, and to its ontology of viewing 
the world in closed-off, immovable structured manners of which the individual had no control over. It 
was within this period that “the death of the author” arose; hence there were no longer one way of 
reading a story. Through discourses it was now possible to view stories from various perspectives 
(Belsey 2002: 18). Poststructuralism did, as opposed to structuralism’s view of language as a universal 
understanding, see it as something that was constantly negotiated and bears a multitude of meanings. 
Poststructuralism views language as a mean of expressing the multiplicity of realities and perspectives, 
shaped through discourse. Within poststructuralism the discussion of language as fluid, its 
communicative value in feeding a plenteousness of realities in the shape of discourse, its fluctuating 
position in society and the inevitable influences it has, grew extensively. This framework; investigating 
how discourse shapes realities in relation to structures and vise versa, and the influence this has on 
subjectivity are the main theoretical focus points that are brought forth in this project.  
 
Along with poststructuralism, postmodernism also played a key factor in the new society, thus 
postmodernism is based on the cultural changes within society whereas poststructuralism was the 
expression of societal structures through language. In postmodernism there was no longer one truth 
constituting the world, this is also a central understanding within poststructuralism. Meaning was 
therefore created through interrelationship and negotiation. The individual’s understanding of its place 
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in society had inevitably changed – the conceptualization of a given, universal meaning was challenged, 
which gave rise to a plenitude of different ways to encapsulate the world. Henceforth the basic 
conceptualization, that lies within poststructuralism: the unpredictability of human nature and the 
development of sociality thereof, is the ontological foundation of this project. Moreover we turn to 
Michel Foucault, one of poststructuralism most acknowledged thinkers, since he, by working trans-
historically, was able to depict societal binaries and occurrences influenced by discourse that would 
depict intrinsic power-structures (Howarth 2005: 77). 
 
The Critical Psychological Approach 
As mentioned above, critical psychology is also one of the theoretical perspectives that is being applied 
in this project. By working with Richard Bernstein's Praxis and Action, it became evident that critical 
psychology was useful in terms of defending the possibility of individual agency in structural power-
relations, as opposed to critical theory. Marx stated that human beings are not merely “living under 
conditions”, but agents that co-create these conditions themselves (Marx in Holzkamp 2013: 19). When 
working with critical psychology, it is crucial to consider the double faceted understanding of 
subjectivity. One that understands subjectivity as  shaped by its surroundings but simultaneously also 
understands it as an actor of creating said surrounding (Holzkamp 2013: 20). It therefore becomes clear, 
that when studying the psyche of human beings, one also has to see society in relation to the specific 
individual. One cannot coherently say anything about society without taking the individual into account, 
and vice versa.  
 
Critical psychology is therefore also a critique of traditional psychology in the sense that it does not take 
for granted the relationship between independent and dependent variables. Said differently, where 
traditional psychology works within an understanding of psyche (a dependent variable) as a mere 
reaction to stimulus (an independent variable), critical psychology assesses that there is a dialectic 
relationship between the two that is worth exploring. To give a better explanation, critical psychology 
seeks to understand the dialectic relation between structure and agency. It seeks to do this, in order to 
highlight that individuals might not always be able to control the forces that affect them structurally, and 
that this limits agency and individuality in its truest of forms; autonomous. In Holzkamp’s words 
“Improvement of the subjective quality of my life is synonymous with enhanced influence over my 
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objective life conditions, that is, with my opportunities for forming alliances, i.e. uniting with others”  
(Holzkamp 2013: 21). To gain individual life quality, one must be able to shape and control the 
structures that influence oneself to such a degree, that they give access to greater sovereignty. One needs 
then to identify structures and deconstruct them in order to understand the mechanism that constitute 
them, hence this will entail a possibility of influencing said mechanisms (ibid).  
 
However, the process of increasing one's capacity to govern and influence one's own life, means that this 
is inevitably linked to a constant possible clash between agency (individuality) and the people who 
govern the subordinating structures. Said differently, the subjective need to influence one's own life will 
undoubtedly clash with the power-relations that shape the structural possibilities of which influence the 
individual (Holzkamp 2013: 23). This matter will be discussed to a greater detail when applying Richard 
Bernstein's text Praxis and Action onto the case of Edward Snowden. Said in greater detail, the 
framework of this project is to investigate, the relationship between structure and agency, in light of 
surveillance. More specifically, to investigate to which degree the individual is, exemplified through the 
case of Edward Snowden, affected by societal structures, and how he/she affects and re-arranges said 
structures through agency. 
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Method 
As mentioned earlier in this project, the main focus point of our case study, which has ground in the 
example of Edward Snowden, is to depict what structures enabled Snowden to leak classified 
information from the NSA to the public sphere. A case study, due to its in depth investigative nature, is 
crucial; hence it makes it easier to scrutinise the structural foundations that affected Snowden. 
Additionally, we will incorporate document analysis, as this is a relevant method when analysing 
documents and interviews conducted by others than ourselves. 
Case Study 
A case study seeks to understand complex social phenomena as a holistic entity, through contextual 
diversity. In other words, a case study proves to be an adequate method of inquiry, if the field of study 
consists of a variety of social, political, economic and cultural parameters that are intertwined into one 
complex problem. Furthermore, it is a useful method to apply if the  
Researcher is investigating a contemporary phenomenon. 
 
It is crucial to understand that the case study’s scientific-theoretical foundation is based upon the 
possibility of understanding a dynamic and complex problem, through an incorporation of all levels of 
society, of which emphasises the diversity of contextual spheres as constitutional aspects of one’s 
problem field (Yin 2014). Said differently, what it proclaims to do, is an in depth investigation of the 
unique features of a specific problem, manifested in a variety of up-to-the-minute social situations 
(Bassey 2003). However, there is within conventional academic circles still a prevalent idea that the case 
study method cannot serve as a comprehensive method of enquiry, hence it is preoccupied with 
understanding a singular case’s complexity and not a generalizable problem (Yin 2014: 7). 
 
As a contrary standpoint to this, Flyvbjerg (2001) mentions that increasing generalizability through an 
abundance of samples will scarcely yield the critical information that explains the dynamic foundation 
of the problem at hand, but would instead serve to only depict the symptoms of said foundation. Hence, 
in some sense, making generalisability of the problem seems inconsequential when the objective of the 
case study is to depict and understand the concrete, context-dependent and unique factors that compose 
it. It seems therefore much more engaging to immerse oneself in atypical or critical cases since these 
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require a broader understanding of the underlying mechanisms that constitute the given case (Flyvbjerg 
2001: 78). This is further strengthened by Bassey’s understanding that case studies do not yield 
generalizable findings, but trustworthy information; hence it is an in-depth investigation concerning the 
specific parameters that constitute the researched case (Bassey 2003: 116). Working with a case study, 
means that the researcher must use a context sensitive approach, regardless of, if the case study requires 
fieldwork or not. Moreover, the methodological approach in case studies, does in general, consist of an 
involvement in the problem field from the researcher’s perspective, of which undoubtedly requires an 
abundance of ethical and moral considerations. One’s approach must therefore be sensitive towards the 
psychological nature of the case’s indispensable subjects (ibid). 
 
In the light of this project, it seems rather impossible to involve ourselves directly with the case. This 
obviously means that we run a huge risk of missing important information, that could spring out of a 
direct and materialised involving with the investigated context. Thus, we are indisputably dependent on 
other people’s work in the form of conducted and videotaped interviews shown in the movie Citizenfour. 
This obviously raises some important aspects to consider, such as, what are the motives of the 
interviewer and how do they come to light? How has the interview been edited to serve the semantic and 
ideological value of Citizenfour? Do we, in this project approach the problem field in the same way as 
the people behind Citizenfour, and the interviewer? If not, what is the representative value of these 
aspects for the case we want to investigate?  
 
In other words, being dependent on ‘second-hand’ material, means that we do not have the liberty nor 
the possibility to boundless investigate the dynamic, social and political notions that constitute our case. 
A hands on involvement would mean that we could go even further in investigating the complexities, 
hence we would not be restricted by external data and methods of inquiry. As an example of this, we 
could ask our own constructed questions, which most probably would prompt different answers 
compared to the information Snowden provided in the interviews that are used in our analysis. 
Furthermore, the type of case investigation that is championed in this project is one that is paradigmatic 
in nature. These types of cases have been practiced by Foucault in his ‘panopticon’ study and Geertz in 
his ‘deep-play’ study. Both can be understood as paradigmatic since they identify a broad scope of 
general characteristics of their given society, hence depicting the more generic societal  foundations that 
influence the outlined problem field (Flyvbjerg 2001: 80). But more importantly, the aspect that needs to 
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be highlighted here, is the fact that Foucault’s panopticon case was not one constituted by an direct 
involvement in the problem field, but one that was constituted by a theoretical context-sensitive 
approach of which served to uncover the dynamism of the problem field. Then by using an in-depth, 
context sensitive and transhistorical approach of the investigated context, Foucault was able to establish 
a coherent and valid understanding of the disciplinary tendencies of modern society from one 
paradigmatic and critical case. What this leaves us with is a clear understanding of the methodology of 
case studies as one that is not only governed by the possibility of the researcher involving 
himself/herself in the problem field, in order for the case study to be scientifically rigorous, but can 
equally be achieved from a theoretical standpoint, as long as numerous consideration is placed on the 
complex paradigms that unfold the problem field. 
 
However, this is not the same as saying that a direct involvement is useless. In any given case it would 
be senseful, if possible, to submerge oneself as a subject in the context one is investigating. Since, as 
mentioned before, a direct involvement does create ample leeway for understanding the problem field as 
minimally bounded by external factors as possible. By playing an active and interactional role in the 
investigated context, the researcher is first of all part of the research up-to-the-minute, which means that 
there is a possibility of constantly shifting one’s own approach to fit the situational circumstances better. 
This minimises a static correlational relationship between the theoretical framework and the field of 
research; hence instead giving rise to a more fluid and active approach. Second of all, by engaging 
oneself in the subject matter, one is simultaneously minimising dependency on external and possible 
biased data and therefore also minimising time and effort put into source criticism that is related to the 
specific context one is investigating. It does however require a bigger critical standpoint on one’s own 
role as a researcher; hence the direct involvement.  
 
This is not the same as saying that source criticism should not play an active role in scientific and 
academic work in general, but moreover that it seems rather difficult to use source criticism on 
situational human behaviour when one is documenting this on their own rather than using source 
criticism when one is dependent on human behaviour as documented by different statutes. Explained in 
simpler terms, if the only access the researcher has to the context, he/she wishes to investigate, is 
through external remedies and prior investigations, the researcher has to consider and take a critical 
standpoint towards the overall purpose these remedies are working under in order to depict if they are 
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reliable sources of information or not. In relation to this project, we would have to take ample 
consideration into account regarding the reliability of our data since we have not constructed it 
ourselves, and are therefore completely dependent on the transparency, ethical standpoint and overall 
purpose of the people who engage in and created our data. Even though this is a very important 
requirement for the validity of our analysis, it is not completely impossible to achieve scientific 
accuracy, as long as a context sensitive approach and a continuous critical scrutinization is upheld 
throughout the process of the research. A process that has been implemented methodologically in our 
usage of the case method and document analysis, as explained in greater detail later on in the next 
section.   
Document Analysis 
Conducting a document analysis of documentaries and interviews may let us gain some insight into the 
understandings and discourses of some of the involved individuals regarding the situation at the point of, 
and after the leakage. This can help us gain some insight into how societal structures affect opinions 
regarding the subject matter. Specifically we have, as mentioned earlier in the project, chosen to use the 
documentary Citizenfour as a source of empirical data. The data provided is information and opinions 
given by Edward Snowden as an interviewee', in addition to other statements provided by opposing 
forces such as, for instance, Barack Obama and representatives from the NSA in court.  
 
It is important to emphasise that the views expressed by the filmmakers and conductors of the 
interviews, through editing of the perspectives portrayed in the documents, are colored by subjective 
opinions, inevitably shaped by their social reality. Hence they become helpful tools for depicting the 
foundation regarding the different opinions related to the subject matter. In other words, we are able to 
illustrate how the different opinions, related to the case of state surveillance, are possibly shaped by 
societal discourse. Working like this, will hopefully enable a greater understanding of some of the 
structural and thereby psychological factors that led Edward Snowden to leak classified information 
from the NSA. 
 
Paul Atkinson and Amanda Coffey wrote the paper Analysing Documentary Realities, which mainly 
focuses on how to use organisational records and documents as empirical data in studies. It can be 
argued that the same principles apply when analysing documentaries such as Citizenfour. The language 
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and the linguistic registers present a specific way of expression within the certain field of production of 
data (Atkinson & Coffey, 2004: 81). The data produced can to some degree give an insight into the 
culture of the organization or into the team behind the product or text. In this case it would be related to 
the team behind Citizenfour, including director Laura Poitras and journalist Glenn Greenwald, and how 
Citizenfour portrays overall discursive negotiations in society. The way that the video clips are edited 
together, and additionally the questions asked in the interviews with Edward Snowden are products of 
their subjective understanding of the situation at that current time, and their interests regarding the 
outcome of the documentary. We as second-hand users of this material have to accept the limitations of 
using interviews conducted by others, instead of producing our own empirical data, as mentioned in the 
previous section on the qualitative case-study method. Atkinson & Coffey suggest, that when analysing 
documents, one should ask the question “What kind of reality is this document creating, and how does it 
do it?” (Atkinson & Coffey 2004: 81). 
 
First of all, one must choose a particular document, analyse the content and context of it, for the 
document to entail any kind of significance for the field of research and particular case study (Bowen 
2007: 28). Here it is crucial to consider the actual information produced through verbal language and 
discourse of the subjects, and at the same time to be aware of the framework that this data is produced 
within. Furthermore one has to understand the constitutional factors of said framework when assessing 
and interpreting the data given by the interviewed subject (Bowen 2007: 30). 
Atkinson & Coffey argue that a documentary analysis of organisational data should not replace or stand 
as a substitute for other kinds of data, and that “Equally, we cannot treat records—however ‘official’—
as firm evidence of what they report” (Atkinson & Coffey 1997: 47). In this particular case, the 
interviews are but just one part of a bigger problem field. The most valuable data in relation to our 
project can be considered to be the subjective understanding of the situation. From that, it becomes 
possible to understand the basic dynamism of power-structures from various perspectives. Hence 
gaining insight to the psychological process as a result of those structures. 
 
As mentioned above, there are some limitations that have to be considered when conducting a 
documentary analysis within a case study. One of them being biased selectivity, which is the act of 
selecting available documents within the framework of the case (Bowen 2007: 32). In relation to 
Citizenfour and the theoretical framework within this particular project, one cannot deny that both 
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documentary and  the  used scientific knowledge are highly critical of the NSA, state surveillance and 
general societal structured power-relations. However, the aim of the project is grounded in 
understanding psychological processes as a result of societal structures, and not to conclude whether any 
of the decisions made in relation to this situation, both by Snowden and the NSA, are 'right' or 'wrong'. 
By using the documents selected, it can be argued that this project is mainly bringing a critical 
discussion forth, concerning the effects structures possibly impose on individuals, and in which way 
individuals may or may not choose to act upon these effects in an opposing manner. 
Discourse Analysis 
Foucault’s definition of discourse:  
“We shall call discourse a group of statements in so far as they belong to the same discursive 
formation [Discourse] is made up of a limited number of statements for which a group of 
conditions of existence can be defined. Discourse in this sense is not an ideal, timeless form [...] 
it is, from beginning to end, historical – a fragment of history [...] posing its own limits, its 
divisions, its transformations, the specific modes of its temporality.” (Foucault 1972: 117) 
. 
Discourse theory arose in the period of poststructuralism. In regards to wanting to use the movie 
Citizenfour and Edward Snowden as our case study, exemplifying the individual effects of surveillance, 
we found it inescapable not to use discourse analysis. Discourse analysis is used as a method for the 
subject to analyse the various patterns of communicated reality within a society; this can be through 
written works, articles, interviews, institutions, historical events etc. Through the practice of discourses 
the subject can understand different fields of society (Howarth 2005: 21). When working with discourse, 
it is important to look at its truth value. This does not mean that one has to look at whether the semantic 
reality it portrays is actually true or not, but to look at the rules of structure of what can or cannot be 
understood at the given time and to depict the societal power it carries and implements. This is also what 
makes discourse historically situated; hence its social value, serving as a given reality is transhistorical 
in nature. Said differently, discourse carries its power due to historical developments. Within this 
project, discourse analysis will be approached through interviews with Edward Snowden and other 
significant actors in Citizenfour, in order to depict how specific discourses, embedded in social reality 
and portrayed through the structural foundation of society, affected Snowden to act as he did, as an 
example of the individual’s agency. We will therefore look at Foucault’s genealogy discourse analysis, 
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which focuses on the power/knowledge relations within institutions and society, and how discourse 
shapes and is shaped by institutions and social relations (Howarth 2005: 19).  
When using the genealogical discourse analysis, one is working with a contemporary problem within 
society, by looking at the historical, arbitrary and political background for the uprising of this problem in 
order to understand it. The subject perspective in genealogy is seen as an effect of discourses, in terms of 
three ways of objectivising which turns the individual into a subject. This will be explained more 
extensively, later on. Thus the various discourses that affect the subject are a part of the decentralizing 
of subjectivity. In other words, the subject will be spoken of differently, in diverse contexts. 
Furthermore, one has to consider the power/knowledge relations; hence there cannot be power without 
knowledge and vice versa (Howarth 2005: 115). In terms of our project, the most productive procedure 
of using this method would be to work with Foucault’s bio-power, whose effect is to be more efficient, 
productive and with a greater profit for the government (Howarth, 2005: 113). Bio-power is elucidated 
in two ways, governmentality and pastoral power; furthermore these two concepts are control 
parameters. Governmentality is the control of people in social and economical relations, control of their 
cultural interactions  and the social capability of handling disappointments and tragedies within society. 
Pastoral power is not only based upon control and power, but to extract Christian values upon the 
individual, there will be a further explanation of pastoral power later on. One can thereby use Foucault’s 
discourse analysis to understand the power relations of society and ways of understanding them. 
(Howarth, 2005: 112). Power is henceforth exercised by institutions, where discourse can be submissive 
towards the subject: As seen in the government’s rhetoric concerning NSA surveillance. When Edward 
Snowden went public with the extent of the NSA’s surveillance system, he changed the discourse of 
surveillance – not only in The US, but also the extent of surveillance in the rest of the world; this 
challenges the dominating political power, which we will show throughout the project. It is evident that 
it is bio-power which runs through the western-world societies, and that it is merely governmentality 
which is the dominating power, whereas the pastoral power lies within one’s self-understanding and 
discipline brought upon us by discourses within society.     
 
  
 
 
Page | 18 
 
Theory 
Within this chapter, we will have a look at the theories we are using to demonstrate the different 
structured power-relations within society. We will firstly explain Foucault’s Panopticon theory, whereas 
we will elucidate his and Hegel’s understandings of power-relations. These theories are significant in 
terms of illustrating the challenges of surveillance in society within the Panoptic power. Our choices of 
theories are also relevant in order of our case to clarify institutional power-relations amongst 
government and the individual.   
 
The Panopticon 
The ‘Panoptic’ prison system envisioned by Bentham was imagined and constructed through the simple 
but centralised idea of the possibility for the few to watch the many. Thus the architecture of the prison 
embodied this exact notion; hence it was constructed with the possibility for a minimal amount of guards 
to keep an eye on the prisoners in their cells. This was made possible because the panoptic building was 
designed as a circular entity, with a centralised tower from where it was possible to surveil all cells – it 
was inevitably the executor of power. Moreover the cells had one window in each end; one facing the 
tower and one towards the outside which backlit the prisoners whenever light entered. This made every 
subtle movement of the prisoners visible for the obscured guards, situated in the tower, to scrutinise and 
follow. In short, the guards had the possibility to see and follow everything while the prisoners were left 
isolated to contemplate if they actually, at any given time, where being watched. In Foucault’s words the 
prisoner “is seen, but he does not see; he is the object of information, never a subject in 
communication” (Foucault 1995: 200). More importantly is it to note, that even though the prison 
entraps the body, it is directed at the psyche because it prompts a constant and permanent state of 
visibility that internalises discipline within the individual; hence making subjects become self-regulating 
by assuring and maintaining the execution of power within themselves. In other words, individuals 
would render the necessity of actual surveillance as unnecessary, because they would ultimately surveil 
themselves. However, the internalisation of structural docility could, according to Foucault, only be 
realised through a lack of communication between prisoners and power always being visible, but 
simultaneously hidden. Said in greater detail, the watchtower, the epitome of power, should at all times 
remain visual for the prisoners to see, but conversely they would remain in a constant state of 
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uncertainty, regarding being watched or not, because they were not able to see the guards in the tower 
(Foucault 1995: 200-201). 
It has henceforth become clear that the philosophy behind the panopticon is one governed by a 
possibility of enacting and assuring structural power through an element of self-regulation. The process 
that makes it possible, in its purest most symbolic form, for the few to watch the many, entails that 
power becomes a visible factor that is manifested and carried out within the objectivised subjects. As a 
consequence, subjects, ironically enough become their own submissive force. They inscribe the 
homogeneous power of the panopticon within themselves, play by its rules and simultaneously become a 
prisoner (an object of information) and a guard (analyst of information). However, the Panopticon 
should not be understood as a process of punishment, but more as a system that can be called upon when 
a certain form of behaviour must be imposed. Thus it can be transversed through the whole social body, 
where it places individuals towards one another within a system of constant visibility, of psychological 
confinement that is infused by the hierarchical structures of society that produce self-regulation as a 
consequence of the imposed power-structures (Foucault 1995: 205-207). 
 
In relation to this, it is important to note, that power, as it will be explained in the subchapter Power, 
does not exist on its own. It is not an autonomous entity that interacts with institutions, but more 
correctly, is produced through institutions; power and power-relations are an inherent aspect of the 
mechanism of an institution. Panoptic infused institutions can therefore not exist without the functioning 
and established power-relations. As such, the role of panopticism is to increase already existing social 
forces or structures. These forces can, as an example, be depicted as the spread of universal education or 
a process that entails a boost of the economy (Foucault 1995: 208). In short, panopticism therefore seeks 
to implement, maintain and further develop societal structures, through power infused docility of 
individuals - which leads us to the next important aspect of panopticism; Discipline. 
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Discipline 
As already mentioned above, discipline is an irrefutable notion of how panopticism works on a societal 
level. It should henceforth not necessarily be understood as a self-standing entity, but more as a 
repercussion of power-relations. Said differently, structural discipline is internalised within subjects on 
behalf of the social forces that subordinate them. However, this does not mean that discipline always 
equals the function of institutions. It would thus be wrong to suppose that discipline is restricted to a 
specific institution. It should instead be understood as a form of power that is comprised of different 
techniques, strategies and instruments that becomes manifested, produced and maintained through 
institutions that encourage a specific conduct. Conversely, this conduct will always be structural 
limiting, because it is restrained from escaping the structures that subordinate subjects. In other words, 
panopticism produces discipline that then produces structural limited docile bodies (Foucault 1975: 209-
216). Said procedure of power; discipline, therefore functions as a remedy for producing socially 
capable and useful individuals, through social fixation and structural regulation, of which 
simultaneously reduces counter-power. Said differently, it subordinates and tries to eliminate and 
control, revolts, revolutions, public disobedience; anything that goes against the logic of the dominating 
power (Foucault 1995: 219).    
 
It is therefore essential to realise that society is not a spectacle of social autonomous performance, but an 
entity that is governed by disciplinary surveillance, that fabricates individuals in its own right. The 
centrality of power, even though fragmented into different aspects in modern societies, does not 
eliminate individuality; it produces it through societal discipline. In this case, individuality cannot be 
and should not be understood as sovereign uniqueness, but should rather be understood as a factor that is 
maintained and produced through discipline and panopticism. 'Individuality’ is structural and therefore 
not truly autonomous, individual nor unique (Foucault 1995: 217). 
 
Discipline is further constituted by three important processes. First of all it seeks to effectively reduce 
expenditure and enforce power to the social body. Secondly it seeks to maintain that established power 
and thirdly it seeks to link productivity to the effects of power. These three aspects are realised through 
the docility of subjects, which means that individuals become self-regulating entities. To give some 
more in depth examples of how these processes are achieved, we can look at how self-regulation, as 
structural power, both makes actual surveillance inconsequential (unnecessary) and therefore maintains 
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the established power as status-quo; hence effectively reducing expenditure, enforcing power to the 
social body and maintaining said power. As an effect, individuals are then generated as productive 
bodies; they invoke, maintain and develop social forces. In Foucault’s words this devised objective is 
“in short, to increase both the docility and the utility of all the elements of the system” (Foucault 1975: 
218). 
 
The Panoptic Logic 
Even though Bentham’s panopticon was exemplified as a prison system, its logic nevertheless gave rise 
to a whole new society; one that was shaped by an implementation and a modernised reformation of an 
old idea into its entire organization, as already mentioned (Foucault 1995). As a direct contemporary 
extension, of the panoptic prison system, Thomas Mathiesen (1985) mentions that this extension can be 
seen through the improvement of our police, a rise of privatised security agencies and lastly, highly 
advanced political schemes concerning, surveillance of the population for political and bureaucratic 
reasons e.g. social security numbers. Moreover an accelerated development in the technological sphere 
has entailed that EDB systems have become highly sophisticated in tracing and combining stored 
information about us. Thus a systemic archive containing citizen’s information is useless if you do not 
have a sophisticated piece of software that lets you analyse information, keep track of new information 
and combine information from different areas into a holistic personalised picture of an individual. It 
consequently appears that these modern developments are nothing like the old prison system envisioned 
by Bentham, but they nevertheless carry the same logic (Mathiesen 1985).  
 
A constitutional difference being that the original panopticon was much more centralised around 
material artefacts – an actual prison devised and envisioned with the logic of the panopticon; 
surveillance could only be practiced within the borders of the prison. In difference, the new digitised 
panopticon looked to implement its logic outside the material boundaries; a propagation of surveillance 
into the complete organisational body of society (ibid). 
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Mathiesen further highlights that the organisation of control, of surveillance is a key aspect in a 
postmodern context, because a well organised surveillance system, which interplays flawlessly with the 
technological elements that shape our life, increases its potentiality of actual surveillance (Mathiesen 
1985: 26). Said differently, by understanding the systematic organisation of controlling parameters and 
how they interact, it becomes clear that the potential for surveillance has increased without a possible 
increase of actual and daily surveillance. With organised parameters we mean, that the different spheres 
of surveillance work better together to increase the potentiality of surveilling the population. 
Specializing small areas and having these areas work closely together, creates a stronger surveillance 
potentiality. The increased organisation of control simultaneously means that the population is well 
aware that they are being watched and followed through e.g. social security numbers, ‘nem-ID’, ‘e-
boks’, to name a few, but at the same time it does not know who is watching, at any given time; 
visibility of power, as mentioned before, is key. 
 
Reversely, even though an increased collaboration between controlling parameters and a panoptic 
philosophy, that is governed by the possibility for ‘the few to watch the many’, has been implemented 
through the possibilities our digitised post-modern world entails, this same process has paradoxically 
enough also given the many an option to watch the few (Mathiesen 1985: 30-41). The parallel 
development of mass media systems can therefore be seen as tools of the panoptic process but also as an 
antithesis towards it. Even though the organisation of control has become better organised and by doing 
so increased the potentiality of the surveillance state - there is a mutual development that goes the other 
way. The development of mass media so forth makes it possible for the population to follow and watch 
the few; the controllers of surveillance, people in reality programs, famous debaters, actors, tv-anchors, 
and politicians, among others. As an important side note, mass media culture has also gone from 
investigating political issues, for what they are, to personifying them; politicians that engage in the issue, 
become the main focus point. More importantly is it to ask, if these people, the ones that use mass media 
as a platform for political inquiries actually convey power, or just are puppets of power? However, this 
proves difficult to depict, given that power, within our post-modern structured society, is not only a 
centralised entity; it is fragmented into the entire societal body. Nevertheless, it wouldn't be wrong to 
cement, that people who use mass media as a political platform, do convey power, in some form. Yet, 
their power is simultaneously restricted, limited and up for negotiation, due to their political relations 
with their party and their positioning within societal structures (Mathiesen 1985: 41-46). But it would be 
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wrongful to suppose that mass media is only a personalised political remedy of orchestration, hence 
mass media also orchestrates and communicates ordinary social and cultural life by portraying reality tv-
stars, artists, writers; individuals that actually hold a form of power through the public adherence that 
follows them.  
More importantly, mass media operates through an inflation of personification; interweaving political, 
social and cultural life into a structured entity of communication of which makes it difficult, but not 
impossible to locate real power because individuals are still restricted and positioned according to 
societal structures; a prime-minister is, in the eye of the public, still a stronger representative of real 
power than a news anchor.  
. 
The Process of Invisibility 
As mentioned throughout this chapter, invisibility is a constitutional component of panopticism. In a 
modern context, the process of invisibility can be described as the  hiding of transactions, signing of 
bills behind closed doors, the influence of big business lobbying, behind the public eye, and the intense 
cooperation between state and big business. In other words, capital and politics are in an all 
encompassing power infusing alliance, that seeks to render their negotiations invisible for the general 
public to scrutinise (Mathiesen 1985: 88). Seeing this from a critical power-relation perspective, the 
dominant (capitalist) force therefore subordinates the power of the people, through the lack of 
transparency; the general public succumbs to the undisclosed political reality that constitutes its society, 
leaving the dominating power unchallenged.   
 
The Subject & Power - Subjectivity 
The subject is, according to Foucault, the general research of his studies and the reason for focusing on 
the subject is its central position in society. Thus Foucault realises, that investigating the subject, cannot 
be done without understanding it in relation to power: “It is true that I became quite involved with the 
question of power. It soon appeared to me that, while the human subject is placed in relations of 
production and of signification, he is equally placed in power relations which are very complex ” 
(Foucault 1983: 209). These themes are also the three main struggles of the subject: exploitation of 
labour, submission, and dominating power-relations. Foucault expands on these main social struggles, 
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but it is clear that these are his source of wonder from the beginning. We will also have an expanding 
explanation of the struggles later on. 
 
As Foucault explains it, the word subject has two meanings “subject to someone else by control and 
dependence, and tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge.” (Foucault 1983: 212). An 
interesting point is now to understand how human beings become subjects. This transformation happens 
through three modes of objectification; First mode is objectivizing oneself in terms of statues of science; 
the speaking subject through language and discourses, the productive subject through labour and 
economics, and the objectification of being a part of biology. The second mode is the objectification of 
“dividing practices”, where the subject is either divided inside himself or divides himself from others in 
terms of binaries: the poor and the rich, the sick and the healthy. Third mode is becoming a subject by 
understanding oneself in structural ways, e.g. of one's sexuality and gender. The subject is placed in 
complex and circular relations, and cannot be studied without bearing in mind the historical aspect of the 
subjects’ position (Foucault 1983: 208). These modes of inquiry are created to categorise and control the 
subjects easier, by looking at their lives and what they are dependent upon in their existence. 
 
We will have a brief look at the aspect of the subject in a pastoral power-relation to understand the 
background of society. The vision of the individual and the modern state has been modified through 
Christianity and the pastoral power. The pastoral power looks out for the greater good of the individual 
as well as of the community. Thus, to be there for the individual, the pastor has to know the insides and 
the mind of the people and thereby, he, is able to direct and guide them. We can, according to Foucault, 
“see the state as a modern matrix of individualization, or a new form of pastoral power” (Foucault 1983: 
215). Hence, the original structure of the body of the church has now become the body of the modern 
social structure of society in terms of caring for the individual through the masses of people. There will 
be an extended discussion of the pastoral power further down, but this will lead us unto Foucault’s 
understanding of the workings of power. 
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Power 
Michel Foucault’s view of power is diverted from the modern way of understanding it. Power is 
dynamic and productive, it only exists in relation to one another and only when put into action, hence 
power is not a substance one can measure, and it is neither bad nor good. Power cannot manifest itself 
on its own, but one can use power to manifest itself e.g. the state that exercises power in relation to state, 
governmental departments, police etc. Power does not act directly on others, but upon actions on actions 
of others, hence this is what makes power neutral in its nature. It is only violent if it acts on violent 
actions.  
 
When trying to understand power one must add freedom into the equation – power can only be exercised 
onto a free subject as long as they are free. Free in the sense of having several possibilities, multiple 
ways of acting or reacting (Foucault, 1983: 221). Hence, power cannot be exercised on a slave, for 
power has to be confronted with freedom and slaves have none. The struggle/interplay between freedom 
and power is complex. Freedom never disappears, when power is being exercised. Neither freedom nor 
power ceases to lose its nature or to be confused of the ongoing struggle amongst the two. Thus, power 
presumes subordination, it cannot be without this. If so,power would have full control, which would 
thereby lead to the understanding of power till death (Foucault 1983: 225). This is what makes 
Foucault’s vision of power a deselecting power, because the subject deselects its freedom when not 
acting upon the power being exercised, or it deselects the power by acting on its freedom of possibilities. 
Power and freedom cannot exist without each other, if so power would be a physical determination 
(Foucault 1983: 21). Though Foucault claims that freedom has to have “a field of possibilities in which 
several ways of behaving, several reactions and diverse comportments may be realized,” (Foucault, 
1983: 221) to exist, there is a contradiction within the relations of power and freedom. This is 
understood in the range of power which is always subordinated; hence, the possibilities for freedom are 
determined by the structural power: in terms of  how much freedom will be allowed depending on the 
limits of power. 
 
To make it clear: power-relations are established by one individual acting upon another's actions, hence 
can be seen in a macro as well as a micro perspective of societal structures, which according to Foucault, 
is the foundation studying power. One cannot only focus on the centre of power, but to look at what 
constitutes the centre of power (Foucault 1983: 222). Hence, power cannot be understood by only 
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looking at the government, but by looking at the institutions who, are in power-relations with the 
government: factories, schools etc. even the simple power -relation exercised between father and child 
plays a part in the overall understanding of power. It is thereby important to understand, that the state is 
created by the co-working strategies of the several aspects of society, which are pillars to this form of 
control, hence to say that we cannot just look at the state to understand power. 
 
Struggles and Resistance 
Foucault works in the binary to better understand the world surrounding us. Forsay one can look at 
normality in a society - but to understand normality one has to research the fields of abnormality, the 
sick and the healthy or the “upright citizen” and the criminal, this is also the most productive way of 
understanding power; by looking at the resistance. The resistance/anti-authority struggles towards power 
is transversal; they are not limited to only one country. They are aiming at the power-effect of the 
uncontrollable power that some professions allow people to gain, e.g. the medical profession or the 
military profession and they are aimed at the immediate “enemies” – power sources closest to the 
individual. These struggles are also directed at the privilege of knowledge (knowledge leading to 
power), but are also in opposition towards secrecy, such as withholding information to the people. The 
most important of the struggles is the positioning of the individual (Foucault 1983: 211). 
 
To maintain the individual’s individuality and to refrain from anything that forces the individual to 
contain himself within his identity, e.g. the government of individualization. The struggles are 
questioning who we are as individuals, not in terms of governmental structures of totalization. These 
forms of power are directly related to the individual’s everyday life, it categorises and marks the 
individual to their identity, to see for oneself and for others to recognise within the individual [the 
identity] (Foucault 1983: 212). 
 
As mentioned earlier, there are three general social struggles, which are evident in our history of society; 
against power of domination (ethnic, social and religious), against exploitation of the subjects labour, 
and against subjection and submission. They can be a combination of two or more at once, even 
including all of them - however there will be one dominating struggle in society. The modern society 
struggles against submission of the individual by the dominating state - this will be elaborated on further 
down (Foucault 1983: 212). 
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Strategies 
The strategy concept is a central point in power-relations, it has three main topics to it; the first is to 
elect the necessary means that will make the wanted goal achievable. Secondly, to watch the opponents, 
consider their next action in relation to what they think the other opponents upcoming actions will be. 
Third, to gain control in a situation of confrontation, so to strip the opponent of their means and make 
them give up their struggles. The confrontation strategy is an opponent strategy to power-relations. The 
confrontation strategy is a strategy of struggle – with the goal of struggle to the death of either the 
confrontation or the power-relation depending on the turn of event, or to pursue the fixing of the power-
relation (Foucault 1983: 224-226). 
 
Pastoral Power 
To shortly return to the pastoral power and a question of who is to say what is right for the people? This 
power can be seen in light of the pastor having his salvation agenda; to assure the individual salvation, 
in other words, to help the subject build a better life before entering the heavens. This can also be 
understood in the binary; what is meant by a better life, and who is to say what constitutes a better life? 
Western society is influenced by the pastoral power, but it is no longer the pastor who provides the 
normative, for what is considered a good life. It is now the agenda of the state that guides us, and we 
follow blindly (the history of Christianity is not always a walk on rose petals) because we believe the 
state has the best intentions for the individual. 
People are dependent on the state; it provides protection, security, stability, and health when in need (the 
new pastoral power) – but they are also independent from the state in terms of being individuals in the 
same totalisation. Hence the techniques for securing and protecting the individual are depriving small 
fragments of individual’s freedom, without them even realizing. Although the power-relation and 
freedom are still in interplay - these fragments will be chunks at some point, and the interplay will 
ceases to exist as well as the power-relation between state and citizen, which in theory could resemble 
Hegel’s master/slave-dialect. 
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The Principle of Master & Slave 
In Praxis and Action, Richard Bernstein elaborates on Hegel's master & slave-dialectic. This dichotomy 
can be said to explain power-relations from another perspective than in Foucault's Subject and Power, 
and illuminates the interdependence that is often present in power-relations. 
When introducing the concept, Bernstein directly quotes Hegel: “Self-consciousness exists in itself and 
for itself in that, and by the fact that it exists for another self-consciousness” (Hegel in Bernstein 1971: 
25). A key to understanding Hegel's concept of master & slave, is to accept that total independence is 
impossible. Further on, the principles of the master & slave-dialectic is introduced accordingly: The 
master seeks independence and omnipotence, and thereby he demonstrates this by exercising power over 
his slave through labour. Hence the slave’s only goal in life is to produce for the master. However, it is 
simultaneously through this dependency on the master, that the slave realises himself, as a subject. A 
subject that exists through production. Consequently the master realises, that he is dependent on the 
slave, due to the fact that his existence is conditional on the slave's obedience and product. Hence by 
recognizing the slave's existence and therefore the slave's self-consciousness, a mutual dependent 
power-relation is established. The master therefore fails in his understanding of omniscience while 
paradoxically succeeding at the same time.  
 
Due to the fact that the master becomes more dependent on the slave's work and recognition as a master, 
the master is simultaneously gaining self-affirmation through the slave's self-consciousness, and by that 
he also becomes less independent. He realises that the act of being a master requires a slave. If this 
binary relationship is put to an end by the ceasing of existence of the slave, the master is no longer a 
master (Bernstein 1971: 26). By the very formation of this relationship, the slave also gains self-
consciousness in the form of realising that he has “a mind of his own” (Bernstein 1971: 27) through the 
labour that he exercises for the master. Hegel, according to Bernstein, claims that when the slave is 
experiencing fear and anxiety in relation to the master and his labour, then he also comes to the 
realization of his own self-consciousness and is able to see that he is not merely an instrument for the 
master, he is in possession of a mind of his own, independent of the labour he performs and objects he 
produces for his master. One could argue that this fear and realization of relative autonomy can be seen 
as a starting point for a revolution, Bernstein thereby also refers to Marx' writings on the matter. The 
alienation that the labour and production of objects causes for the slave's self-consciousness when 
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produced for the master, can be turned around to an objectification where the slave realises that his 
labour and what he produces also can be a medium of self-expression (Bernstein 1971: 47).  
There are numerous ways to interpret the master & slave-dichotomy when seen in relation to modern 
society. One way is to do as Foucault in The Subject & Power, and view this dialectic as a overall 
structure in society. A state or government consisting of a person (dictatorship) or a group of individuals 
(democracy) cannot be existing as a state or government without a certain recognition from a population, 
also consisting of a group of individuals. A government is also dependent on the individuals in the 
society to contribute through labour, and it is by the alienation within the population through restrained 
labour that a government can either be dependent on its citizens to be predictable and obedient, or their 
complete dependence can be revealed to the population and the system can disrupt if the population 
gains an understanding of their relative autonomy through their fear. 
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The Case  
What is Mass Media? 
In a digitalised society as the one we live in today one cannot avoid mass media. It connects one 
another, but what exactly is mass media? The word mass in itself does not indicate a specific amount of 
people, thus it is not understood in terms of individuals but in the gathering of them, and media is 
understood as the means of communication, whether it is through a book or through Facebook (Akin 
2005). 
 
Mass media has a long history with its origin in the printing press, which then could mass-produce 
books. The invention of the printing press was revolutionary, and also the beginning of what was to 
become mass-media; books to newspapers, which later turned to radios, onto the television and the 
invention of the computer. Along with the computer came the Internet, and nowaday we have the all-
consuming smartphones and tablets – all these inventions carry the logic of mass media. The usage of 
mass media is more extreme nowadays, hence the availability through modern technologies which 
makes it more accessible and has thereby created a bigger demand of media. We cannot imagine a world 
without mass media; it is deeply embedded in society whether it is for entertainment or obtaining news 
and information. You are always connected to mass media if you have a smartphone. You can check the 
latest news, the weather or Google whatever you are in doubt of, the access is unlimited. Thus, what 
does it mean to be connected at all times for the individual? You can always text your friends, check 
your emails or the newest Facebook newsfeeds, but as Edward Snowden also showed when he chose to 
leak the information from the NSA was that, always being connected also means always being kept 
track of. This surveillance is exercised through Facebook, Gmail, Google, Skype, Credit card 
information, Social security number,the GPS in you phone, text messages and calls, to name a few. In 
fact this surveillance is so extensive that one cannot grasp it. Both because one might not understand the 
technological capacity it makes use of, but also because it is now such a common element in society. 
Thus, the modern understanding of mass media has come to this: it entitles unrestricted information, but 
at the same time logs every digital movement, in other words a form of invisible control.  
 
Newspapers used to be controlled by the government who decided what news were to be published, this 
is not apparent in our society, but it is still evident in other parts of the world in countries with strong 
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government control of the media, examples are China, Cuba and North Korea, and this control is 
implemented to avoid government criticism. There were no criticism towards the taps that the NSA had 
on people, until the leakage because it was kept from the public eyes and ears of the population; one 
might even say the world and public sphere in general. Today the phenomenon of online privacy is more 
difficult to achieve because of the massive surveillance-systems, as the ones the NSA are using.  
The reason for including background information concerning mass media in our case is to emphasise the 
important position it has in society and to emphasise how this is used to monitor said society. It is 
crucial to understand the influence of the usage that mass media has on people, their everyday life, how 
they view themselves and the world they live in and how it simultaneously plays a humongous role in 
providing governmental surveillance. Hence mass media is an important aspect to incorporate in order to 
acknowledge the power-relations between instant connectivity, surveillance and its effect on the 
individual. 
 
Edward Snowden  
In Citizenfour, the Guardian-journalist Glenn Greenwald starts out the interview with Edward Snowden 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.4. 00:21) by asking about his background. Including aspects such 
as who he is and why he has decided to do what he is doing; revealing classified material. Edward 
Snowden replies by saying that he feels there is an extensive focus on personalities in media, and that he 
would like to avoid becoming the main area of interest (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.5. 00:22).  
We have chosen to only shed light on what Edward Snowden reveals about himself in the documentary, 
as we are not doing a psychoanalytical analysis of his childhood, but, as emphasised earlier, a structural 
analysis. He further states that he was born in Elizabeth City in the state of North Carolina 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.8. 00:30), and that he grew up in a so-called “military family” 
close to a Coast Guard station, Although he spent most of his time growing up around Fort Meade 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.8. 00:30), which is a military installation in Maryland.  
Further into the movie, he is asked by Glenn Greenwald to give a summary of his professional work life 
story, his current and previous positions and how he gained access to the classified information. Edward 
Snowden was 29 years old when the interviews were conducted in 2013, and he was at the current time 
working for Booz Allen Hamilton as an infrastructure analyst for NSA in Hawaii. Before that he had 
worked as “a systems engineer, a systems administrator, (...) senior advisor for the Central Intelligence 
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Agency, a solutions consultant and a telecommunications information systems officer” (Transcriptions of 
Citizenfour 2014: p.18. 01:07). He was granted Top Secret access to NSA as an infrastructure analyst 
under the PRIVAC (Privileged Access) clearance, meaning that he could acquire information about any 
matter in the NSA database, regardless of the actual information needed for the position (Transcriptions 
of Citizenfour 2014: p.18. 01:07). This is how the opportunity to reveal classified information about 
NSA’s methods of surveillance to the public sphere, became evident. 
 
The NSA and Former Surveillance Scandals
1 
To better understand what Snowden is actually opposing within the work of the NSA, we feel there is a 
need to have a broader and more in depth explanation of what the NSA work consist of and what these 
actions have meant for the legislation today. 
President Harry S. Truman created the NSA in total secrecy, in 1952. The operation of the agency was 
so secretive that it was known under the nickname “No Such Agency”. The agency was founded from 
executive directives that were vague in their definition of what type of information was legal for the 
agency to collect and what its delegation of authority should be (Bloom and Dunn 2006: 152). 
The main function of the NSA is to be the primary collector of signals and information, called SIGINT. 
SIGINT is a term that covers all information from communications, that also includes electronic and 
instrumentation emissions. This information is collected through highly technological instruments, such 
as satellite dishes and listening posts. The satellite dish system of the NSA is often referred to by the 
name ECHELON. ECHELON is operated with the help and cooperation of England, Canada, Australia 
and New Zealand and it detects, collects and holds all communication information that is made available 
for analysts to investigate. The result of this global surveillance network is a system that stores almost 
all electronic, analog and radio based data of the world. This data is then sorted through for relevance 
and the NSA extract relevant information to be analysed by military leaders, policymakers and other 
intelligence agencies. Through most of the history of the agency, the collected information was targeted 
on foreign powers, but there are examples of the surveillance being targeted nationally, both in the past 
and the nearer (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 153). 
                                                                 
1
 This part of the case only serves as background knowledge for the upcoming analysis, seeing as we will  be talking about 
NSA’s capacities and the political strategies used to maintain these capacities at an ultimate high 
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The massive amount of information collection and the fact that the definitions of the legal boundaries of 
the organization are so vague have resulted in the possibility of abuse of this information. Through the 
1970’s concern was expressed regarding the expanding power of the NSA. Senator Church stated in the 
1975 congressional hearings, regarding abuse of power by the NSA that “the danger lies in the ability of 
the NSA to turn its awesome technology against domestic communications”(Bloom & Dunn 2006: 154). 
With the Watergate scandal and the following hearing the public got to know of an abuse of domestic 
information collected by the NSA during the cold war. The main concern of this was whether it should 
be legal for the president to authorise electronic surveillance without prior judicial approval in the case 
of domestic security (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 155). 
The issue was the use of two operations, MINARET and SHAMROCK. MINARET was an operation 
that officially began in 1969, and was meant to be used “to determine the existence of foreign influence 
on civil disturbances occurring in the United States related to the Vietnam War and to assist in 
presidential protection” (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 157). MINARET consisted of the use of a “watch list”, 
which was made by detecting special words, names, subjects and locations. The problem with this 
“watch list” was that it included names of American citizens and organizations. The operation justified 
its actions based on the national security need for the information and it expanded the term “foreign 
intelligence” to include conversations with only one foreign terminal (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 158). 
Operation SHAMROCK consisted of a message-collecting program, where the NSA got private 
international telegraph companies to hand over selected international communications. The program 
started even before the NSA was founded, first from 1947, under the direction of the Army Security 
Agency later, in 1949, under the Armed Forces Security Agency and lastly under the NSA, from 1952. 
The purpose of the operation, to extract telegrams from foreign targets, soon expanded to include 
extraction of telegrams from certain American citizens. Operation Shamrock became illegal as a result 
of it’s, among others, violation of the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution2. As a result 
                                                                 
2
 Amendment IV: The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable 
searches and seizures, shall  not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or 
affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized. 
(https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/fourth_amendment 
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of the hearings concerning MINARET and SHAMROCK was the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 
(FISA)3 
FISA was a further development of the already existing regulation of Title III, which regulated the use 
of electronic surveillance for criminal law enforcement purposes. It was required that the use of this 
surveillance was approved judicial, before used. With the passing of FISA Congress made a separate 
law to “address and govern the collection of “foreign intelligence” through electronic surveillance 
methods” (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 160) 
The data collected under these circumstances is called metadata. Metadata is holistic background 
information on a subject or case by combining fragmented data, such as, telephone calls, messages, 
credit card information etc. Metadata can thus tell when and where a conversation took place, but cannot 
say anything about the content of the actual conversation (WebFinance.ink 2015).  
In 2005 the public was made aware that since the terrorist act of 9/11, 2001, the Bush administration had 
conducted warrantless electronic surveillance of American citizens. 
In their defense of their surveillance, the Bush administration claimed that they were following the 
regulations of FISA, but they failed to prove why the President would have the power to conduct the 
kind of surveillance they did. In search to further legitimise the nature of the surveillance, the Bush 
administration relied upon a broad interpretation of the Authorization for Use of Military Force 
(AUMF), which was passed after the September 11 terrorist attack. AUMF states: “That the President is 
authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, organizations, or persons 
he determines planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 
11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future acts of international 
terrorism against the United States by such nations, organizations or persons.” (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 
168). 
Bloom and Dunn argue that the Bush administration fails in their interpretation of the AUMF because 
they lack to include electronic surveillance of domestic targets. 
                                                                 
3
 The Foreign Intell igence Surveillance Act of 1978 prescribes procedures for requesting judicial authorization for electronic 
surveillance and physical search of persons engaged in espionage or international terrorism against the United States on 
behalf of a foreign power (http://fas.org/irp/agency/doj/fisa/) created and pass ed by Congress in 1978.) 
 
 
Page | 35 
 
Bloom and Dunn further argue that the NSA surveillance violates the Fourth Amendment. It is 
especially in the last part of the Amendment that the focus should lie: it is by law necessary to obtain a 
warrant before conducting surveillance on private American citizens. In some cases exceptions have 
been made, it involve cases where the warrant obtaining process would not be practical or would have a 
negative effect on the result of the search, examples are: public school searches, public employee 
searches and searches of people on probation (Bloom & Dunn 2006: 189). It is therefore difficult to see 
that the NSA surveillance would fall under this category of exceptions in the Fourth Amendment. 
The Bush administration further argues that the surveillance was efficient and legitimised because it is 
narrowly targeted at individuals who are reasonably believed to be associated with Al Qaida. There are 
no evidence that this is true, on the contrary, the information available about the case, shows indications 
that maybe thousands of Americans have been targeted by this surveillance. Bloom and Dunn states that 
one of the reasons why what became FISA was recommended was to try and the NSA discrimination 
among proper and improper targets of surveillance (Bloom & Dunn 2006:191). Bloom and Dunn 
continue to conclude that there is little doubt that the President genuinely feels that the surveillance will 
help prevent additional attacks on the homeland, but the point is that it is not his decision to make, and 
he violates the constitution by conducting these kind of surveillances without judicial approval.  
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Analysis 
The analysis has been divided into three themes concerning the problem field. These being: State power 
vs. people power, strategies and NSA capacities concerning the power-relation between state and agent. 
However, even though the analysis is divided, the topics discussed and analysed within the themes do 
transverse into one another; hence establishing a coherent relation between them. This is important to 
do, given that our problem, in fact, is composed by a multitude of different aspects that cannot be 
separated from each other. In other words, we cannot investigate and discuss state power vs. people 
power without also incorporating notions of the capacities NSA possesses in relation to their 
surveillance program, and we cannot explain the different strategies called upon, both from Snowden 
and the government without understanding the dynamism of state power vs. people power. Hence 
making it clear that there is a strong and undeniable linkability between the factors that constitute our 
problem. 
State Power vs. People Power 
“So, for me, it… It all comes down to state power against the people's ability to meaningfully 
oppose that power. And I'm sitting there, uh, every day getting paid to design methods to amplify 
that state power. And I'm realizing that if, you know, the policy switches that are the only things 
that restrain these states, uh, were changed, there... You couldn't meaningfully oppose these. I 
mean, you would have to be the most incredibly sophisticated technical actor in existence. I 
mean, I'm not sure there's anybody, no matter how gifted you are, uh, who could oppose all of 
the offices and all of the bright people… Even all the mediocre people out there...With all of their 
tools and all their capabilities” (Edward Snowden, Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.6. 
00:23). 
 
Snowden starts out this interview by explaining some of the most central concepts in this project. More 
precisely, the dialectic relationship between the government and the people who inhabit the state. 
Further, the reduction of the ability for the people to counter-power the structural forces of the 
government, exemplified through an amplification of state-power, in shape of surveillance, can be 
understood as an effect that subordinates and regulates subjects. Hence, by removing the capacity for the 
public to oppose governmental power, it establishes itself as a societal homogenous force. Thus, 
 
 
Page | 37 
 
governmental-power, funnelled through surveillance, not only becomes a tool of control, it also 
transforms itself into a dominant reality, internalised within the subordinated subjects. If subjects do not 
command the neither competence nor have the possibility to oppose and challenge the controlling effect 
of surveillance, in a meaningful way, it limits their freedom. What is produced instead, as a consequence 
for the individual, is what Foucault describes as a disciplinary society. A society, where subjectivity is 
indirectly controlled through disciplinary praxis, shaped by the structural forces of the government. As 
Snowden mentions in Citizenfour, people tend to self-police (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.6. 
00:26). Thus, painting a picture that the panoptic logic functions to its full extent; By maximizing self-
regulation the individual indirectly becomes its own submissive force: entailing that the effects of power 
are brought to a maximum. However, this can only be achieved by the virtue of the impossibility to 
meaningfully counter the surveilling potency of the government, leaving no other option for the 
individual than to accept the governmentality of the state (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.6. 
00:23).  
 
What becomes evident, in relation to Snowden’s actions regarding the leakage of NSA documents, is 
that Snowden hereby tried to re-balance the power-relations between the government and the individual 
towards an equal point of departure. By giving the public access to meaningfully influence the 
governmentality of individuals, he is restoring the possibility for agency, not to accept the status-quo, 
but to restructure it, hence to diminish the boundaries of their intellectual expedition and to minimise the 
subordinating disciplinary force established by the effects of power. He is thus, by exposing the true 
nature of NSA surveillance, not only making the public aware of the panoptic nature of said 
surveillance, he is also providing a possibility for uniting against and changing the structural force. In 
Snowden’s words, seeing the reduction of the ability for the people to oppose the power of the state, 
hardened him for action (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.6. 00:23).  
 
Taking this further, Snowden states that his beliefs did not correlate with the labour he was performing 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.7. 00:27). One could boldly state that Snowden, through his 
labour, that originally amplified the state power over the people's power, had the tools and thereby the 
potential power to turn this around for the greater good and in the attempt of achieving unalienation in 
relation to his labour. This can be seen as an example of how the individual as an agent also can oppose 
the ‘master’ through his labour as a means, rather than being used as a means himself/herself, originally 
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amplifying and pursuing the interest of said master. Snowden had the opportunity to turn the alienation 
towards his labour into a means for pursuing, in his understanding, the interest of the public 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.6. 00:26). The leaking of the NSA-documents can therefore be 
seen as a self-expressing action that seeks to re-shape the conditions of which we are living under, into 
an equal power-relation between the government and the people; hence providing an opportunity to 
influence the structural foundations that embody the lives of individuals as subjects. Providing this 
opportunity, makes Snowden feel good regarding his human experience, because he is contributing to 
the good of others (ibid).  
 
Relating this to the master-slave dialectic it becomes palpable that Snowden realises himself as a subject 
that is inherently a part of something bigger of which he, through his actions and production, is able to 
influence and shape, thus not only, as Foucault claims, accepting the structural forces that ensure the 
effects of governmentality. Hence, a possibility for influencing the structural foundations of society 
simultaneously entails an empowerment of the population. More specifically this comes to show here:  
 
“I think it is powerful to come out and be like "Look, I'm not afraid, you know, and I don't think 
other people should, either. You know, I was sitting in the office right next to you last week. You 
know, we all have a stake in this, this is our country, and the balance of power between the 
citizenry and the government is becoming that of the ruling and the ruled, as opposed to actually, 
you know, the elected and the electorate"” (Edward Snowden, Transcriptions of Citizenfour 
2014: p.16. 01:03).  
 
Once again, we are made aware of the underlying power-struggle between the general population and 
those with governmental power. In addition, this quote exemplifies to a great extent the disciplinary 
praxis, governmentality, but also the Hegelian power definition. It portrays the first two by stating that 
the ruled must oblige to the reality of the ruling, inscribing within themselves the effects of power. The 
latter, however, is portrayed through understanding the relationship between the government and the 
general population as one that consist of mutual dependency; hence going from ruling and ruled to 
elected and electorate. Thus, we see the master-slave dialectic unfold: the government, conceiving itself 
as the master, cannot hope to survive without the support of the general population (the slave). 
Conversely, the general population realises, that through their production, (in this case in the shape of 
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votes), it has a mind of its own. A mind that it can use to shape and influence the structural foundations 
that inhabit it’s given reality, because they have the possibility themselves as agents to advocate for their 
own interest through the means of votes. However, in the spirit of Marx, it is crucial that the population 
unites for this agency to be effective in a macro-perspective. In addition, as one could argue with a 
poststructuralist approach, the population itself plays a part in mediating suppressive structures through 
discourse, because, as critical psychology also emphasises, a state cannot exist without individuals and 
vice versa. In that case, can individuals possibly unite and meaningfully re-shape suppressing structures? 
 
Relating back to the exposure of NSA surveillance an important aspect needs to be mentioned. This 
being that there is a paradoxical development in the exposure, of which entails that there is a risk of 
enhancing the disciplinary effect of surveillance due to the fact of making it visible, seeing as visibility 
is a constitutional factor of panopticism. Explained in simpler terms, if the population becomes aware 
that it is being surveilled to an extreme extent, some might try to safeguard their privacy by means of 
avoiding the surveilling force, while others might capitulate to the structural force and indeed self-
police. 
 
Furthermore, the controlling of agency, practiced in the shape of disciplinary tendencies that are 
encapsulated through surveillance, can be understood as a means to implement a specific behaviour and 
to therefore control the production of subjects. Seeing as discipline is a form of power, that through 
different capabilities seeks to infuse a state of docility within individuals and to produce them as socially 
capable entities, that carry the logic of the governmental power, counter-power is also regulated. This is, 
as Foucault mentions, one of the visions of panoptic institutions: to create the perfect society through 
governmentality. The subordination of counter-power can henceforth be understood as the limitation of 
intellectual freedom, a freedom that exists through the massive connectivity of the Internet. This 
connectivity can be seen as an equality based interaction between people (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 
2014: p.6. 00:25). In relation to our theoretical foundation, the unrestrained Internet can therefore be 
understood as a productive force where individuals, through their contribution to others, realise 
themselves as human beings and as subjects. Hence they understand that they are part of something 
bigger than just themselves, elucidating that, through dependency on each other, power becomes a 
means to achieve something greater in a collective form, instead of an supressive force. This also fits 
well with Marx’s euphoric description of a unalienated society, where he states: “in your satisfaction 
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and your use of my product, I would have had the direct and conscious satisfaction that my work 
satisfied a human need, that it objectified human nature, and that it created an object appropriate to the 
need of another human being” (Marx in Bernstein 1971: 48). Hence the Internet as an unrestrained 
entity, resembles the processes of an unalienated society in the sense that it establishes, within the 
individual, a satisfaction in producing for others, and within that, it indirectly also produces 
himself/herself as human and as a subject. So forth, the Internet, seen from the perspective of the 
governmental power, is an embodied counter-power, hence it is limitless, and thereby being so, 
undermines the disciplinary production of individuals. This can therefore serve as an explanation for the 
massive effort governments around the world make to regulate and indirectly control it through panoptic 
features of surveillance. Thus we are left with a clear cut picture of the Internet both as a means for 
governmental surveillance, but also as a means for achieving an unalienated society. 
 
Strategies 
When watching Citizenfour, it was clear to us that we could not avoid talking about the strategies of the 
NSA and Edward Snowden that are implicated in the movie. We will look at the governmental strategies 
of extending surveillance within society, thereby looking at the power strategies between Edward 
Snowden as agency and the NSA. 
Shortly after 9/11 the Patriot act was evoked, for the government to have easier access to conduct 
information about potential terrorist/criminals, but as Glenn Greenwald puts it in an interview with the 
CNN: “What this court order does that makes it so striking is that it's not directed at any individuals 
who they believe or have suspicion of committing crimes or are part of a terrorist organization.... It's a 
government program designed to collect information about all Americans, not just people where they 
believe there's reason to think they've done anything wrong” (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.12. 
00:45). Thus, surveillance records were not available for the people before Edward Snowden leaked the 
information about the NSA’s data collection programs. Before that, as we see in the congressional 
hearing of the NSA director Keith Alexander, when he denies all data collection of the American 
citizens, “it would have to go through a court order, and the court would have to authorize it” as he says 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.2. 00:11). 
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The construction of these surveillance programs to supervise the individual is equivalent with the 
panoptic function, for the few to watch the many, which as mentioned leads to self-police/regulation. In 
relation to panopticism, the people were aware of a possibility of being watched, in terms of the invoked 
Patriot Act, under the pretences of possible danger towards the American society.  The issue is, thereby 
not the need of surveillance if there is a threat, but rather  the massive extent of the surveillance of the 
whole population, regardless if someone is a threat or not. In other words, surveillance is an efficient 
method of control and empowering governmentality; hence through surveillance, governmentality is 
exercised to control social relations or cultural interactions, in terms of discourses, which has led to 
acceptance of control and surveillance as inevitable, in regards to ‘the fight against terror’. Thus the 
leakage by Edward Snowden and the journalists, has modified the discourse by questioning the power of 
the NSA and questioning the need for the gathering of information and its invasion of privacy, which is 
also evident in Citizenfour, mainly through the on-going background Breaking-News stories throughout 
the movie. 
 
“Snowden says he'd become increasingly dismayed by what he saw as the growing power of the NSA, 
hence his decision to pass on documents which are said to reveal not only that the organization 
monitored millions of phone calls, but that it had direct access to some of the... Biggest Internet 
companies in the world” (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.19. 01:13).In relation to the power-
relation struggles between the NSA and Snowden, Snowden arguably takes a Marxist approach to his 
labour, and opposes the power of the NSA by leaking highly sensitive information; the US government 
thereby charges him with three felonies under the Espionage Act, and to return to the United States to 
face a fair trial. Thus, the Espionage Act does not distinguish between whistleblowers and people under 
the suspicion of working together with foreign governments: hence, the issue of being charged is that the 
defendant cannot build a defense, because of the extensiveness of the law. It is thereby clear that the 
structures of society are trying to control agency. Thus as Ben Wizner, a pro bono lawyer of Edward 
Snowden, also says that this lawsuit will be 95% politics and 5% law (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 
2014: p.21. 01:32). By opposing a future lawsuit and staying in Russia, Snowden is choosing his 
freedom and deselecting the power the US government is trying to impose on him, thus, it can be 
discussed if Snowden’s freedom in fact is free or only possible within the structures of power. 
Furthermore, this leads to the question of the content of structured power relations, in other words, what 
is the motivation of the continuous extension of surveillance? According to Glenn Greenwald, the 
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content of governmental power is fundamentally based on economic gain and development as well as a 
competition between countries, rather than ‘the fight against terror’ (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: 
p.20. 01:26). Thus, the content of people power-relations is to oppose these power structure, which is 
exemplified by Snowden’s actions.  
 
In regards to Citizenfour, we see how Snowden and the journalist use Foucault’s confrontation strategy 
by publishing confidential information; Snowden thereby confronts the government in its actions. The 
continuation of publishing information, regarding, not only the NSA - but the American people as well, 
and the people of the rest of the world, is a continuous confrontation within the field of struggle between 
the confrontation and power. The goal of the confrontation strategy is to become the new relationship of 
power, which for Snowden means a new system of surveillance, which does not intrude the individual’s 
privacy (Foucault 1983: 225-226). The confrontation strategy turns the table by giving knowledge to the 
people instead of withholding information. Foucault’s discourse analysis claims that there has to  be 
knowledge for power to exist. Consequently by turning the table and giving people knowledge and 
thereby also power, the leakage confronts the power-relations between agency and the government, and 
thus it also illuminates the question of actual freedom. Is it being limited, thereby knowing that someone 
might be watching in our most private times, thus never quite knowing.  
 
According to Foucault’s understanding of freedom, its becomes vague: does it actually mean free – or as 
the question being raised in the subchapter Power: is it freedom in forms and shapes of power; hence not 
free as understood in the possible freedom in the master and slave dialectic envisioned by Hegel, where 
freedom is something that begins when the slave or peasant, in this case Edward Snowden, is realising 
through his labour and anxiety linked to the master, NSA, that he is not simply an instrument, he has a 
mind of his own. He realises the potential ability to act according to the interests of the people and in 
that also his own. According to Hegel, “it is solely by risking life that freedom is obtained” (Hegel in 
Bernstein 1971: 26). Snowden did through his labour oppose the master in a Marxist manner, and was 
eventually performing his labour according to his beliefs. As he states himself, he was willing to risk 
imprisonment himself than he was willing to be deprived of his own intellectual freedom and the one of 
those around him (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.7. 00:26). This risk of imprisonment can in 
today be seen as a metaphor for Hegel’s theory of the dramatic life-risking struggle for freedom. By 
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acknowledging the exposure that comes with this particular decision, he is also sacrificing himself for 
the greater good, as this is corresponding with his beliefs.  
 
”No, I don't think Mr. Snowden was a patriot. I called for a thorough review of our surveillance 
operations before Mr. Snowden made these leaks. My preference, and I think... the American people's 
preference, would have been for a lawful, orderly examination of these laws; a, uh, thoughtful, fact-
based debate uh, that would then lead us to a better place.” (President Barack Obama, Transcriptions of 
Citizenfour 2014: p.21. 01:34). In term of discourse, the government diminishes Snowden’s credibility, 
by a stated neglection of facing the consequences of his actions. Although they grant him a fair trial with 
all the rights of an American citizen (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.21. 01:33). Here it is evident 
that the pastoral power is in flow; this is shown in the strategy of twisting the reasons for leaking the 
documents as to one that stands for synonymous with causing possible harm towards the United States: 
“The leak of classified information about sensitive programs that are important in our fight against 
terrorists who would do harm to Americans, uh, is a problem, but the debate itself is legitimate and 
should be engaged” (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.20. 01:19). Furthermore, by stating that the 
debate is legitimate and should be engaged, the government is portraying itself as righteous. However, 
by focusing extensively on the problematic nature of the leakage, this act of mercifulness can be highly 
questioned, and possibly be understood as a strategic move, that would serve to gain the trust of the 
American people.  
 
The discredibility of Snowden is further demonstrated in President Barack Obama’s speech: Snowden as 
an individual does not have the capacities of knowing what is the greater good for the greater amount of 
people; hence the surveillance issues should have stayed within the walls of the government for the 
President to overview, thus, as William Binney explains, trying to change the political structures from 
the insides is not possible either (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.1. 00:06). Thereby, questioning 
the pastoral power, of who actually knows what is the greater good for the masses of people? Thus it has 
become clear, throughout this subchapter, that confrontational strategies are called upon in order to gain 
domination and control over one another. The undermining of Snowden’s credibility and the extensive 
focus the harming effect the leakage had, serves as a strategy, from the governmental perspective, for 
maintaining the structural forces, including their unrestricted surveillance and  disciplinary production of 
subjects thereof , as status-quo. Conversely, Snowden, by infusing public concern through mass media, 
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related to his inside knowledge at the NSA, discredits the foundation of the structural forces, and 
simultaneously by doing so, calls upon a reformation governed by public opinion.   
NSA Capacities 
In viewing the NSA as a panoptic institution, one can look at the capacities available for the agency. 
Snowden brings these capacities in to play when he reveals their true nature (Transcriptions of 
Citizenfour 2014: p.5. 00:27). Here Snowden gives us a clear view of the magnitude of possibilities for 
conducting surveillance available for the NSA and that they make use of these in a way that affects most 
of the citizens of the US. When Snowden tells that: “The vast majority of human and, uh, computer-to-
computer communications, device-based communications, which sort of inform the relationships 
between humans, um, are automatically ingested without targeting” (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 
2014: p.7. 00:27), it clearly shows that the surveillance work of the NSA is comparable with that of an 
panoptic institution; hence the few have the capabilities and capacities to see the many, thus invoking 
the basic idea behind the panoptic prison. Snowden goes on by explaining just how easy it would be for 
him to acquire metadata on a specific individual and track the desired future information about this 
person (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.7. 00:29). This indicates that there is a real “threat” for 
each individual, no one is safe from being watched, the NSA have the capabilities to potentially track all 
your whereabouts and conversation data and they possibly make use of this potential. Therefore, as in 
the example of the panoptic prison, the NSA poses an omnipresent threat; you are possibly being 
watched all the time. NSA’s omnipresent stature, can then be traced back to the disciplinary tendencies: 
by being possibly watched all the time, an invocation of self-regulation is prompted within the 
individual.  
A feature needed to be present, in order for the panoptic institution to work, is the hidden nature of its 
surveillance. The public has to feel they are potentially being watched all the time, but not being able to 
figure out exactly how, when or why; invisibility henceforth becomes a form of power. Seeing as this 
feature is present in the case of NSA’s surveillance through the constant denial of the true nature of their 
surveillance methods and material, it further establishes that NSA in fact works as a panoptic institution 
(Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p. 1-2. 00:11). As so, when Congress asks about the development 
of surveillance programs, these questions pose an indication that they are concerns for the public. It is 
therefore evident that it is known by the public that NSA are surveilling citizens, but through the denial 
and secrecy from the agency, it is never known how exactly they are conducting this surveillance and 
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what exactly the gathered and stored data is being used for: portraying the underlying power-relations 
between citizenry and governmental power. Further deconstructing the surveillance of NSA, Snowden 
reveals, how he as an infrastructure analyst had unlimited access to information regarding specific 
individuals: 
“So, for example, if I wanted to see the content of your email or, you know, your wife's phone calls or 
anything like that, um, all I have to do is use what's called a "selector," um, any kind of... thing in the 
communications chain that might uniquely or almost uniquely identify you as an individual. And I'm 
talking about things like email addresses, IP addresses, phone numbers, credit cards, um, even 
passwords that are unique to you, that aren't used by anyone else. Um, I can input those into the system, 
and it will not only go back through the database and go, "Have I seen this anywhere in the past?" it 
will, um, basically put an additional level of scrutiny on it, moving into the future, that says, "If this is 
detected now or at any time in the future, I want this to go to me immediately and alert me in real time" 
that you're communicating with someone, things like that.” (Edward Snowden, Transcriptions of 
Citizenfour 2014: p.7. 00:30:). 
 
Once again, this shows the basic operation of NSA as a panoptic institution; hence implementing the 
notion for the few to watch the many. Linking this to the invisibility of said surveillance, practiced 
through a denial of it from NSA’s part, and the public uncertainty regarding the usage of gathered data 
and surveilled activities, it becomes pretty clear that this process in fact is directed at the psyche of 
people in the sense that it seeks to breed subjects as self-disciplinary, socially capable entities that carry 
the governmental logic of power within themselves. Moreover, the increment of NSA’s technological 
capacities, and therefore also an increment of their surveilling potency actually counters Foucault’s 
argument in stating that surveillance would become unnecessary, because individuals would surveil 
themselves accordingly. It is clear that even though NSA works as a panoptic institution, this does not 
mean that surveillance expenditure is minimised, or that actual surveillance becomes inconsequential, 
due to the limitless nature of the Internet. If it is not restrained effectively, through processes of 
surveillance, its counter-power will grow, and efficaciously challenge the structural effects of power, in 
such a way that it will not try to diminish them, but re-structure them.     
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The governmental control of personal information through technological trackers also becomes evident 
through a speech by Jacob Appelbaum in Citizenfour, where he starts out by talking about how there are 
advertisements on the subway, advising you to connect your MetroCard to your debit card in order to get 
your MetroCard refilled automatically (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.3. 00:16). This is arguably 
a part of a strategy that can be called ‘linkability’, where information, more specifically metadata, 
regarding one’s travelling habits and card use at specific places can be extracted directly from the debit 
card. Linkability gives the unique opportunity to track “literally where you go and what you buy, and 
potentially, by linking that data with other people on similar travel plans, they can figure out who you 
talk to and who you met with” (Transcriptions of Citizenfour 2014: p.4. 00:16). Seeing as one of the 
principles of the panopticon is the uncertainty of whether, when and by who one is being surveilled, the 
panoptic nature of this linkability cannot be denied. The alarming matter with linkability is that one 
cannot know how the information might be used; this may seem alarming for individuals that are aware 
of the implications regarding linkability. However, simpler and faster solutions to everyday life issues 
are undeniably often welcomed by large parts of the population, and one cannot assume that everyone 
will take possible scenarios of being suspected with various crimes into account. One argument that is 
often used advocating for the matter of surveillance, is that if one is not doing anything illegal, then one 
has nothing to hide. This is a common statement articulated by governmental forces, and it lays a 
foundation for a further discussion concerned with the panoptic nature of modern technology systems 
and governmental surveillance, that will be initiated in the next chapter.   
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Discussion 
In this chapter we would like to elaborate further on some of the issues brought forth in the analysis. 
These being, the panoptic dimension of the Internet, its capability for the few to watch the many, the 
notion of panoptic institutions as in theory being democratically controlled and the possible advantages 
and consequences the leakage has had for governmental surveillance and personal freedom. Furthermore 
we will discuss why the issues brought forth in this project are important for the school of psychology to 
implement in its ontological understanding. 
 
As highlighted in the analysis, the essence of the Internet entails several panoptic features and 
possibilities; hence it gives access for the few to watch the many through the massive availability the 
government and private corporations have for gathering, storing and connecting information concerning 
the lives of subjects, these including:  Facebook, Google, e-mails, credit-card use etc.  Henceforth, the 
question here lies, not in depicting if the Internet is a virtual panopticon, but in depicting the effect it has 
on agency, in terms of its self-disciplinary tendency. In this light, the self-disciplinary tendency, can be 
understood in multiple of ways: those who consciously restrict their agency by self-policing, and those 
who accept the surveilling conditions that influence their life, as a necessary mean for national 
protection. However, even though the latter group might not see this as a disciplinary tendency due to 
the fact that, they do not connect the possible surveilling of them as a restriction of personal and 
intellectual freedom, we would argue, that by the mere fact of accepting and living by the governmental 
discourse of which advocates the importance of national security, people do engage in a self-disciplinary 
praxis; hence internalising governmentality within themselves. As so, the disciplinary tendency has 
throughout the digitised development of our society become an all-encompassing facet, leaving little to 
no room for opposing it.  
 
One of the ways one could combat this in a meaningful way, would be to relinquish one’s citizenry and 
by that also relinquish society. However this would only serve the individual who chooses to do so, and 
not serve as a contribution for re-shaping the structural foundations of society, and is therefore not a 
sustainable solution. It would only have a possible impact if everyone choose to act accordingly, which 
seems more like an utopian dream scenario. The more productive way of opposing the disciplinary 
effect would be to challenge the premise of surveillance and invasion of privacy from within the system. 
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As so, this would be possible through advocating knowledge of alternatives to the masses, elucidating 
the extensive surveillance of the population and the consequences it might entail for a democratic and 
just society if misused. Additionally, one could encrypt the digital traces one normally leaves behind via 
e-mails, chat-logs etc., this can also arguably, be elucidated as the content of power of agency, in regards 
to the individual's possibility of opposing governmental control.   
 
Following this line of thought, it seems crucial to discuss to what extent Snowden’s actions have has any 
significant effect for the development of a more ethical based surveillance system, seeing as he made 
use of the above mentioned methods. Arguments used against Snowden’s approach often emphasises the 
negative outcome the leakage could have for American national security, in light of the war on terror, 
and further enabled a ‘witch-hunt’ of Snowden, cementing the consequences it has to oppose 
governmental power. Thus the invocation of Snowden’s passport and the decline of political asylum 
from several european countries, paralysed his movements and minimised the possible development of a 
counter-power. However, it might be the case, that the leakage has not successfully re-shaped the 
structural foundation of surveillance, towards a more democratically based surveillance system, but it 
has infused awareness and sparked a genuine equal debate, including the affected entity: the population. 
From this point on, one has to follow the development of the debate and the possible judicial and 
legislative progress concerning the legitimacy of such an extensive surveillance system, closely in order 
to say anything more coherent about the effect of Snowden’s actions: It is simply too soon to tell 
 
In relation to discussing the supposed democratic function of panopticism, it became evident, through 
our analysis that it is anything but democratic. Foucault mentions that a democratic regulation of 
panoptic institutions is of utmost importance, for them not to deteriorate into oppressing functions of a 
developing regime, thus providing, in theory, an opportunity for everyone, regardless of their societal 
position to operate panoptic tools (Foucault 1995: 207). However, Foucault misses an important aspect, 
and that is the consideration of the hierarchical foundation of society of which lays the foundation for 
the possibilities one has. Aspects of ethnicity, financial standing and even gender do have a humongous 
importance in relation to one’s societal position. It might be that everyone has equal access to make use 
of panopticism, in theory, but this has no relation to actuality. It seems further problematic that Foucault 
would disregard such an important aspect, as the hierarchical foundation of society when simultaneously 
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dealing extensively with the foundation, usage and effect of power and power-relations, which 
unmistakably are based on the exact same hierarchical understanding of society. 
 
In addition, we see it as crucial for psychology to uptake the effects of power, in a Foucauldian and 
Hegelian perspective, into its framework. We argue this, based on the perception and understanding that 
power-relations both on a macro and micro perspective influence individual’s self-understanding and 
subjective experience concerning the societal context of which he/she inhabits. In other words, this 
portrays that individuality and the psyche of human beings is to a great extent composed by social 
interaction and not only by internal cognitive processes. Moreover these entities cannot, and should not 
be understood as binary scientific positions. The development of “internal” mental properties is thus 
influenced by the social reality and political as much as cultural elements,that inhabit human experience. 
We see it as crucial to operate with the definition of agency inherent in critical psychology, of which 
explains it as a means to take action and change the foundations under which we live under, thus not 
reducing human psyche to be composed only by an interaction between dependent and independent 
variables. It is therefore important to encourage that human psyche cannot be explained without relating 
it to societal processes that are played out in power-relations and discourse. As such, it becomes clear 
that the dialecticism of power-relations together with discourse shapes a given reality that has an effect 
on both the individual's self-understanding but also a societal and cultural understanding concerning 
his/hers surroundings. Moreover, poststructuralism's extensive focus on the multiplicity of linguistic 
praxis plays equally a part in depicting that, reality is not homogenous but can be construed through 
narratives. This opens up for understanding that human experience and ‘the self’’ is uniformly also 
shaped by linguistic praxis and discourse. This inevitably means that psychology must engage 
scientifically in these matters. 
 
Bringing this back to the project, we are so forth left with the question, can one advocate and 
meaningfully oppose and re-shape societal structures, or do individuals just accept being part of a 
disciplinary society, of which they then reproduce? In Jacob Appelbaum’s words, individual agency, 
including liberty and freedom, has come to stand synonymously with that of privacy. The alarming 
development is thus, that our contemporary understanding of privacy is that it is dead. So forth, painting 
a picture that by losing privacy, we lose freedom and liberty. It is therefore our impression that the 
technological developments that permeate our lives are inescapable, which means that disciplinary 
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tendencies practiced through mass surveillance are easily implemented and accepted. Thereupon the 
scenario that Appelbaum describes is one where agency favours and accepts the context and 
circumstances of which it lives under. We would however still advocate that this scenario is not all-
encompassing, in the sense that surveillance programs in fact are questioned. People do to a great extent 
gather in groups, where they discuss the implications these programs have for privacy, and how they 
limit human exploration. Having a possibility for opposing and changing the current development, 
through unity, which was set in motion in relation to the leakage, does mean that disciplinary tendencies 
can be denounced. This is also greatly highlighted by the mere fact of Snowden leaking the documents, 
as it showed us that he has a mind that not only accepts governmentality.  
 
Henceforth if Snowden refuses to accept governmentality, and does not act accordingly to the effects of 
power, a great amount of other people must equally defy these structures4. We are further proven in this 
by looking at the extensive amount of people who worked, directly and indirectly, with Snowden, 
including lawyers, journalists, activists, whistleblowers and former NSA employees. They all had one 
common goal that was, and still is, to challenge and change the current state of events for the better. 
Saying the same by relating it to Holzkamp, it then becomes clear that they, through their agency, try to 
deconstruct and re-shape the structural foundations that affect their lives. They take it upon themselves 
as actors in social reality to consciously co-create new conditions for us all to live under, which, as 
mentioned in our critical psychological subchapter, undeniably leads to conflict. An aspect that has been 
highlighted throughout the analysis. As so, the only thing that we are left with is agency as a means to 
challenge and re-shape the current societal context, through the limitless nature of which the Internet is 
possible. 
  
  
                                                                 
4
 The Hacktivist movement Anonymous is an example of such a defying group 
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Conclusion 
Throughout this project we have been occupied with one central question. That is the development and 
influence of governmental surveillance as a panoptic institution, and the possible effects it has on 
subjectivity and agency. Thus it has been important to look at the underlying power-relations between 
governmental power and people power, hence understanding the dynamism of said relation entails 
gaining insight both into the development of and underlying reasons for mass surveillance and the 
possible effects this has had and still has on self-discipline and agency. Furthermore, the central focus on 
the aspect of agency at play in the structural foundation of society makes this a psychological project, as 
argued for in the discussion. Thus we have depicted that the nature of panopticism embedded in mass 
surveillance, is one that seeks to prompt a specific behaviour within the individual, through processes of 
self-discipline. This specific behaviour, is one that Foucault envisioned as governmentality of which 
serves to make the effects of power assertive throughout the social body, by the acceptance and 
reproduction of said power. We have moreover shown that opposing this power, through the limitless 
Internet, of which also plays an equal part in surveillance, in fact is possible but inevitably leads to a 
confrontational interaction between the few and the many. 
 
In other words, opposing the process of surveillance infused governmentality, of which simultaneously 
produces individual sovereignty is an achievable facet, but it will however lead to a power-struggle 
between governmental power and people power. Furthermore it is important to denote, that these two 
entities are not completely dichotomous, hence Snowden originally inhabited a position of power on 
behalf of the government, but later chose to oppose the governmental power that he initially had the 
responsibility to amplify. He thereby made the decision to advocate for the power of the people. One can 
therefore argue that power relations are dialectic of which entails the structural forces that shape our 
lives can be re-shaped through agency. Thenceforth understanding this possibility is crucial because it 
entails that governmental power, the one that shapes the structural foundation of society, is equally 
shaped by the agency of individuals. Hence portraying that the power of the people and the power of the 
government share the same foundation; the dynamic contribution of individuals  
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We can therefore conclude that the panoptic logic is arguably present in governmental surveillance, that 
prompts a degree of self-discipline throughout the social body, but even though it does this, there is still 
room for agency to try to reform and re-shape that tendency for the better. Examples such as Edward 
Snowden have arguably shown that this is possible, however difficult it may be. We can further 
conclude that the underlying reasons of the power-struggle between ‘governmental’ power and ‘people’ 
power, are comprised of economic advancements from the governmental perspective, that would serve 
the ‘greater good’ and the neo-capitalist development of society instead of ‘the war against terror’. On 
the contrary, the reason that comprises people’s power is an opposition towards a limitation of freedom 
and privacy, from the citizenry’s perspective.  
 
The goal regarding the leakage is not to defeat NSA, but to re-shape the power-relations and the 
structural bedrock of society by making the need for surveillance and its methods transparent. 
Furthermore, it became evident that being able to re-shape said power-relations, only becomes plausible 
through a revelation of the structural belonging of agency, and illumination of the fact that governmental 
structures are initially co-created thereof. The questioning of the relevance of mass surveillance should 
henceforth be understood as an insight of homogenous social dependency, reducing the dichotomous 
understanding of governmental power and the power of the people. Homogeneous social dependency 
meaning, that governmental power and people power cannot be fragmented as binary positions, but 
should be understood as developments that share the same foundation  and are therefore mutually 
dependent on each other. By questioning the imposed need for control through surveillance, one is 
simultaneously combating a hierarchical development of society and co-creating a unalienated society. 
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